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A father appeals from the order terminating his parental rights.

AFFIRMED.
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DOYLE, J.

A father appeals the termination of his parental rights to his child. He
contends the State failed to establish grounds for termination because the father
was not offered nor did he receive services to reunite him with the child. We
review his claims de novo. See Inre P.L., 778 N.W.2d 33, 40 (lowa 2010).

The child first came to the attention of the lowa Department of Human
Services (Department) in December 2008 after the child was born drug affected.
At the time of the child’s birth, the father was serving a ten-year prison sentence,
which commenced in June 2008, for a first-degree theft conviction. The child
was adjudicated a child in need of assistance (CINA) and later placed in foster
care. A petition for termination of the parents’ parental rights was filed in
December 2009, and the father’s parental rights were terminated pursuant to
lowa Code sections 232.116(1)(d) (child CINA for physical abuse or neglect,
circumstances continue despite receipt of services) and (h) (child is three or
younger, child CINA, removed from home for six of last twelve months, and child
cannot be returned home) (2009). The father now appeals.

The father contends the grounds for termination were not met because
reasonable services were not offered to him and because he did not have
enough time to request services after paternity testing evidenced he was the
child’s biological father. The State argues that the father failed to properly
preserve the issue because he did not request services. We agree.

‘While the State has the obligation to provide reasonable reunification
services, the [parent] ha[s] the obligation to demand other, different, or additional

services prior to the termination hearing.” In re S.R., 600 N.W.2d 63, 65 (lowa



Ct. App. 1999). Here, the record indicates the father was under the jurisdiction of
the juvenile court at the dispositional hearing in September 2009. However, he
made no requests for services then or thereafter. After paternity was
established, he continued to deny he was the child’s biological father and stated
he had no interest in the child. The father did not even become involved in the
case until a month after the termination petition was filed, and he did not present
any evidence at the termination hearing or make any request for services.
Clearly the father was given numerous opportunities during the pendency of the
case to request services and to seek involvement in the child’s life. However, the
father failed to request any services. We therefore conclude he has failed to
preserve this issue for our review. Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the
juvenile court.

AFFIRMED.



